DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 330 240 



HE 024 316 



TITLE 



INSTITUTION 

PUB DATE 
NOTE 

AVAILABLE FROM 
PUB TYPE 



Faculty Salaries in California's Public Universities, 
1990-91. A Report to the Legislature and Governor in 
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 
(1965). Commission Report 90-10. 

California State Postsecondary Education Commission, 

Sacramerto. 

Mar 90 

45p. 

Publications Office of the Commission, 1020 Twelfth 
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814-3985. 
Reports - Research/Technical (143) 



EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



MF01/P~02 Plus Postage. 

^College Faculty; Comparative Analysis? ^Compensation 
(Remuneration); *Fringe Benefits; Higher Education; 
Personnel Policy; *Salary Wage Differentials; State 
Legislation; *Teacher Employment Benefits; *Teacher 
Salaries 

California State University; University of 
California 



ABSTRACT 

This report provides an analysis of faculty salaries 
in the University of California and California State University 
systems. The report contains the parity percentages obtained through 
analysis of the data submitted to the University and State University 
by their respective groups of comparison institutions; estimated 
faculty salary parity amounts for the University awd State University 
are 4.79 and 4.88 percent, respectively. The report for this year 
analyzes salary increases granted for the past 12 years in California 
compared to increases in the national Consumer Price Index. It also 
presents a brief discussion of faculty compensation beyond the 
standard scale at the University of California and the implications 
of these high salaries for the University's ability to attract the 
finest scholars in the nation. Appendices include the Senate 
Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session; the methods for 
calculating salary and fringe benefit comparisons; House Resolution 
No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, Relative to the Economic 
Welfare of the Faculties of the California Public Institutions of 
Higher Education; and a report from the Office of the Legislature 
Analyst, state of California, on recommended method for reporting to 
the legislature on faculty salaries and other benefits. Contains 6 
references . (GLR) 



* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* from the original document. * 

*********rtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrt*rt^ 



ERLC 



o 
o 

CO 
Q 



"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BLEN GRANTED BY 

CA Postsecondary 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



US DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OHn,"/l ( 1u. al .on«lH«s.„:r ( :h«rc1 improvement 

mI, rha-m*. ha*, wen made U> .mp-ovf 
rnproductmn quality 

n,«..l «1« necessH-.iy roprownl official 
OERI position 01 policy 



FACULTY SALARIES 
IN CALIFORNIA'S PUBLIC 
UNIVERSITIES, 1990-91 





CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION ?~? COMMISSION 




9 

ERIC 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Executive Summary 

Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legislative 
Session, the Commission submits to the Governor 
and the Legislature an analysis of 'iculty salaries in 
the University of California and the California State 
University for the forthcoming fiscal year. 

The Commission's report for the 1990-91 fiscal year 
contains an analysis of the data submitted to the 
University and State University by their respective 
groups of comparison institutions and shows how 
those data are formulated into the parity percentages 
included in the report. 

This year, the estimated faculty salary parity 
amounts for the University and State University are 
4.79 and 4.88 percent, respectively. 

This year's report includes an analysis on pages 4 
and 5 of salary increases granted for the past 12 
years in California compared to increases i > the na- 
tional Consumer Price Index. It also presents a brief 
discussion on pages 9-13 of faculty compensation be- 
yond the standard scale at the University of Califor- 
nia and the implications of these high salaries for the 
University's ability to attract the finest scholars in 
the nation. 

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting 
on March 5, 1990, on recommendation of its Policy 
Development Committee. Additional copies of the re- 
port may be obtained from the Publications Office of 
the Commission at (916) 324-4991. Questions about 
the substance of the report may be directed to Mur- 
ray J. Haberman of the Commission staff at (916) 
322-8001. 

Later this summer, the Commission will publish a re- 
lated report that will describe faculty members' sala- 
ries at California's Community Colleges and salaries 
of administrators at the University of California and 
the California State University. 
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Summary and Conclusions 



THIS 1990-91 faculty salar> report contains de- 
tailed data on average salaries in the comparison 
institutions of the University of California and the 
California State University Because of computer- 
ized spreadsheets, the Commission has been able to 
analyze the raw data submitted by comparison in- 
stitutions in time for inclusion in this report, and to 
provide a detailed written analysis. That analysis 
revealed no errors in the segmental computations. 



Competitive position of the 
University and State University 

Comparisons of the University of California and the 
California State University with their respective 
comparison groups revealed that the University has 
maintained its competitive position over the past 
five years when compared to its list of eight com- 
parison institutions, while the State University im- 
proved its position by moving from about thirteenth 
at its top three ranks to between fourth and eighth 
in relation to its 20 comparison institutions. 



Parity for the University of California 

The University of California obtained actual 1989- 
90 data from all of its eight comparison institutions. 
For 1990-91, it is estimated that University of Cali- 
fornia faculty members will require an average sal- 
ary increase of 4.79 percent to bring them to the 
mean of their comparison group. In November, the 
University Regents requested a 4.5 percent in- 
crease, but that amount did not include final data 
for one of the University's comparison institutions. 



Parity for the California State University 

The California State University collected actual da- 
ta from 17 of its 20 comparison institutions, with 
the remaining three being unable to offer current 
data for various reasons. As specified in the salary 
methodology agreed to by State officials, estimates 
were made for those three institutions unable to 
supply current information. 

A salary increase of 4.88 percent is estimated to be 
necessary to keep State University faculty at the 
mean of its 20 comparison institutions. The State 
University's Trustees, following a practice institu- 
ted since the implementation of collective bargain- 
ing, and having approved a three-year contract with 
faculty, have in essence agreed to the 4.88 percent 
figure, to be effective January 1, 1991, provided it is 
funded in the Governor's Budget. 

Beginning with the 1991 budget, State University 
comparison institution law school faculty will be ex- 
cluded from the calculation. This year's figure of 
4.88 percent includes the 0.2 percent adjustment 
prescribed for in the current methodology for these 
faculty. 



University salaries above standard 

This report includes a brief discussion on pages 9-11 
regarding the University's nine-month faculty who 
earn in excess of $100,000 and raises some im- 
plications of these salaries for the University's at- 
tempt to attract the finest research scholars. 
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2 Origins and Methods of Analysis 



ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legisla- 
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on pages 21- 
22) , the University of California and the California 
Stace University submit to the Commission data on 
faculty salaries for their respective institutions and 
for a group of comparison colleges and universities. 
On the basis of these data, Commission staff de- 
velops estimates of the percentage changes in sala- 
ries required to attain parity with the comparison 
groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The methodo- 
logy requires that parity figures for both segments 
be submitted to the Department of Finance and the 
Office of the Legislative Analyst by December 5 of 
each year. 

The methodology by which the segments collect 
these data and the Commission staff analyzes them 
(Appendix B, pp. 23-30) has been designed by the 
Commission in consultation with the University of 
California and California State University, the De- 
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legisla- 
tive Analyst, and has been published in the Com- 
mission's Methods for Calculating Salary and 
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985). It 
has since been revised three times to reflect changes 
in the methodology used for calculating the parity 
figure and to reflect changes in the University of 
California's group of comparison institutions (June 
1987 and January 1988). Another change in State 
University comparison institutions is scheduled for 
1991. 

Additional reports, requested in previous years by 
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and subse- 
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language 
to the Budget Act, discuss faculty salaries in the 
California Community Colleges, administrators' 
salaries in the four-year segments, and medical fac- 
ulty compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) in the 
University of California. 

The first two of these are annual reports; the third 
is presented only in odd-numbered years. In the 
current cycle, two of these reports - Community 
College faculty salaries and administrators' sala- 
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ries at the University and State University will be 
discussed by the Commission at its meeting on June 
11,1989. 



History of the faculty salary reports 

The impetus for the faculty salary report came from 
the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, which 
recommended that: 

3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded 
fringe benefits, such as health and group life 
insurance, leaves, and travel funds to attend 
professional meetings, housing, parking and 
moving expenses, be provided for faculty 
members in order to make college and univer- 
sity teaching attractive as compared with 
business and industry. 

8. Because of the continual change in faculty de- 
mand and supply, the coordinating agency 
annually collect pertinent data from all seg- 
ments of higher education in the state and 
thereby make possible the testing of the as- 
sumptions underlying this report (Master 
Plan Survey Team, 1960, p. 12). 

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu- 
ally sought information regarding faculty compen- 
sation, information which came primarily from the 
Legislative Analyst in the Analysis of the Budget 
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education in its annual reports to the Governor and 
the Legislature on the level of support for public 
higher education. While undoubtedly helpful to the 
process of determining faculty compensation levels, 
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es- 
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re- 
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specif- 
ic report on the subject (House Resolution No. 250, 
1964 First Extraordinary Session; reproduced in 
Appendix C, pp. 31-32). 

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative 
Analyst presented his report (Appendix D, pp. 33- 



42) and recommended that the process of developing 
data for use by the Legislature and the Governor in 
determining faculty compensation be formalized. 
This recommendation was embodied in Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 51 (1965), which specifically 
directed the Coordinating Council, the predecessor 
to the Postsecondary Education Commission, to pre- 
pare annual reports in cooperation with the Univer- 
sity of California and the California State Colleges. 

Since that time, the Coordinating Council, and 
more recently the Commission, have submitted re* 
ports to the Governor and the Legislature. Prior to 
the 1973-74 budgetary cycle, only one report was 
submitted, usually in March or April Between 
1974-75 and 1985-86, the Commission compiled two 
reports - a preliminary report transmitted in De- 
cember, and a final report in April or May. The first 
was intended principally to assist the Department 
of Finance in developing cost-of-living adjustments 
presented in the Governor's Budget, while the sec- 
ond was used by the Legislative Analyst and the 
legislative fiscal committees during budget hear- 
ings. Each of them compared faculty salaries and 
the cost of fringe benefits in California's public four- 
year segments with those of other institutions (both 
within and outside of California) for the purpose of 
maintaining a competitive position. 



Changes in content and methodology 

Over a period of several years, the Commission's 
salary reports became more comprehensive. Orig- 
inally they provided only comparison institution 
data, and occasionally they were expanded to in- 
clude summaries of economic conditions; compari- 
sons with other professional workers; discussions of 
supplemental income and business and industrial 
competition for talent; analyses of collective bar- 
gaining; and Community College faculty salaries, 
medical faculty salaries, and administrators' sala- 
ries. The last three of these additions to the annual 
reports were all requested by the Office of the Leg- 
islative Analyst: Community College and medical 
faculty salaries in 1979, and administrators' sal- 
aries at the University of California and California 
State University in 1982. 

In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory com- 
mittee consisting of representatives from the seg- 
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ments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the 
Legislative Analyst, and other interested parties to 
review the methodology under which the salary re- 
ports are prepared each year. That committee's 
deliberations led to a number of substantive revi- 
sions which were approved by the Commission in 
March 1985 in the previously mentioned Methods 
for Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost 
Comparisons. Among the more significant of the 
changes were those to create a new list of compari- 
son institutions for the State University, to produce 
only a single report rather than a preliminary and a 
final report, and to provide University of California 
medical faculty salary information biennially rath- 
er than annually. 

In past years, particularly in the late 1970s and ear * 
ly 1980s, the Commission's faculty salary reports 
included comprehensive surveys of economic condi- 
tions and salaries paid in other occupational fields. 
There was a need for such data at that time since 
evidence had shown that faculty salaries at most in- 
stitutions of higher education across the country 
were not keeping pace with changes in the cost of 
living or with salary increases granted to other 
professional workers. Since faculty salaries in Cali- 
fornia are based primarily on interinstUutional 
comparisons, those at the University of California 
and the California State University were undergo- 
ing an economic erosion comparable to that exper- 
ienced nationally. That erosion made it increas- 
ingly difficult to recruit the most talented teachers 
and researchers, especially in competition with the 
substantially higher salaries generally available in 
business and industry. 

Consequently, in order to provide the Governor and 
the Legislature with as much information as possi- 
ble on a complex situation, the Commission expand- 
ed considerably the scope of those salary analyses. 

In the past seven years - 1984-85 to 1990-91 - the 
salary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the two 
public four-year segments appear to have been 
corrected, as have tho^e of most other institutions of 
higher education across the country. Display 1 on 
page 5 shows the parity figures the Commission de- 
rived for the University and State University 
throughout the 1980s, and compares those figures 
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DISPLAY 1 Comparison of Faculty Salary Parity Adjustment Calculations by the Commission 

with Actual Percentage Increases Provided in State Budgets During the Last Twelve 
Years 

University of California The California State University United States California 



Year 


Commission 


Budget 


Commission 


Budget 


Consumer Price Index 


Consumer Price Index 


1979-80 


12.6% 


14.5% 


10.1% 


14.5% 


13.3% 


15 0 


1980-81 


5 0 


9 8 


0.8 


9.8 


116 


11 6 


inai an 


O.o 


b.U 


ft £ 

U.D 


b.U 


O. 1 


1U.7 


1982-83 


9.8 


0.0 


2.3 


0.0 


4.3 


2.2 


1983-84 


18.5 


7.0 


9.2 


6.0 


3.7 


3.7 


1984-85 


10.6 


9.0 


7.6 


10.0 


3.9 


4.9 


1985-86 


6.5 


9.5 


N.A 


10.5 


2.9 


4.0 


1986-87 


1.4 


5.0 


6.9 


6.8 


2.2 


3.2 


1987-88 


2.0 


5.6 


6.9 


6.9 


4.1 


4.4 


1988-89 


3.0 


3.0 


4.7 


4.7 


4.6 


4.9 


1989-90 


4.7 


4.7 


4.8 


4.8 


4. 2 (estimated) 


5.1(estimated) 


1990-91 


4.8 


4.1 


4.9 


4.9 


4.3 (projected) 


4.1 (projected) 



N.A.: No parity adjustment was computed for the State University for the 1985-86 year. 

Note: Some of the percentage increases provided in the Budget were for a period of time less than a full year. There have been 
changes in both the University and State University comparison groups over this time and there was a change in the State 
University's computation methodology in 1985. 

Source: Consumer Price Index; Commission on State Finance. Remainder: California Postaecondary Education Commission. 



with the amounts actually approved by the Gover- 
nor and Legislature, along with percentage in- 
creases in both the national and California consum- 
er price indices. The display shows that in 1982-83 
and 1983-84, both the University and State Univer- 
sity significantly lagged their comparison institu- 
tions. Although other institutions throughout the 
country experienced similar salary erosion, Univer- 
sity and State University faculty salaries declined 
even further in relation to their comparison groups. 

In the past seven years, with the impressive re- 
covery of the national economy, and the even more 
impressive recovery of California's economy, funds 
have become available to restore faculty salaries to 
levels where the segments are now better able to 



compete with private business and industry. Clear- 
ly, the State of California has shown a commitment 
to maintain the excellence of both the University of 
California and the California State University by 
regularly improving the resources available to 
these segments. As a result, there is less need for 
the extensive economic conditions and occupational 
salary data that the Commission published in prior 
years. 

Five years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti- 
ality and technical difficulties in collecting data in a 
timely fashion, the advisory committee met again to 
consider changes in the methodology. The commit- 
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology 
at that meeting to address those issues. The Corn- 



id 

ERIC 



5 



mission acted on those recommendations when it 
adopted its report, Faculty Salary Revisions: A Re- 
vision of the Commission's 1985 Methodology for 
Preparing Its Annual Reports on Faculty and Ad- 
ministrative Salaries and Fringe Benefits, at its 
June 1987 meeting. 

At that time, the University of California agreed to 
continue to use the eight comparison institutions it 
had used for the past 16 years. After further anal- 
yzing salary trends at these eight institutions later 
in the summer, however, the University determined 
that the economic situation, especially in the mid- 
west, had adversely affected at least one of its com- 
parison institutions ~ the University of Wisconsin, 
Madison - causing only marginal increases in its 
faculty salaries in contrast to increases elsewhere. 
Furthermore, the University sought to build into its 
list of comparison institutions a competitive edge - 
a percentage amount added to the computed parity 
figure. Thus it asked the Commission that "in the 
best interest of the University and the State," that 
other institutions be considered for its comparison 
group. 

The University formally requested that the Com- 
mission approve a change in the list of institutions 
that serve the University as a comparison group for 
faculty salaries, with the substitution of the Uni- 
versity of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin, 
and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology for 
Cornell University. As part of this proposal, the 
University agreed to abandon requests for the 1988- 
89 and subsequent fiscal years for "competitive 
edge" funds, noting that the traditional meth- 
odology of projected lag to parity would be sufficient 
given the new comparison group. 

In response to this proposed change in the method- 
ology, the Advisory Committee on the Faculty Sala- 
ry Methodology was again convened to discuss ap- 
propriate replacement institutions. Acknowledging 
that the State of Wisconsin had experienced eco- 
nomic problems for many years, which had resulted 
in serious erosion of its institutions' faculty sal- 
aries, the advisory committee recommended replac- 
ing the University of Wisconsin with the University 
of Virginia. Furthermore, the committee recom- 
mended that the Massachusetts Institute of Tech- 
nology would be a more appropriate replacement for 
Cornell to alleviate the need for "competitive edge" 
funds. The Commission approved this change in the 
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University's comparison institutions at its Febru- 
ary 1988 meeting. 

Last year, the Commission again considered 
changes in its methodology when it responded to 
Supplemental Budget Language to the 1988-89 
Budget Act that directed it to convene its salary 
methodology advisory committee in order to evalu- 
ate whether the estimated average salaries at the 
State University's comparison institutions should 
be adjusted for the full effect, rather than the exist* 
ing partial effect, of law school faculty in its com- 
parison institution group. The Commission was 
also directed to determine the appropriateness of re- 
taining any effect of law school faculty employed by 
comparison institutions when computing a final 
State University faculty salary parity figure, and to 
provide a justification for it. 

At its June 1989 meeting, the Commission adopted 
the recommendation of its advisory committee that 
for purposes of reporting comparable "academic" 
salary information for both the State University 
and it comparison institutions in its annual report 
of faculty salaries, lhat all law faculty should be re- 
moved from the methodology used for computing 
the State University's parity figure, and further 
noted that that change in the methodology should 
take effect during the 1991-92 budget cycle - the 
year in which the current collective bargaining 
agreement between the faculty and the administra- 
tion will expire. 

However, in removing comparison institution law 
faculty, it was clear that the State University's com- 
petitiveness in the marketplace would be under- 
mined in that its instructional budget would be re- 
duced by approximately $7.5 million because of a 
reduction in the calculation of its parity figure. 

Recognizing the dangers implicit in this reduction - 
especially its impact on the recruitment and reten- 
tion of faculty - the Commission considered a mod- 
est change in the State University's group of com- 
parison institutions in order to recover about one- 
half of the estimated revenue loss attrib uted to the 
removal of comparison institution law faculty. At 
its September 1989 meeting, the Commissica adopt- 
ed a refinement that called for deleting three exist- 
ing comparison institutions - Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute, University of Bridgeport, and Mankalo 
State University and replacing them in 1991 with 
three new institutions - University of Connecticut, 

1 ' * 



George Mason University and Illinois Sta* A Univer- 
sity. 



Contents of this year's report 

For the 1990-91 cycle, this report contains data on 
faculty salaries at the University of California and 
the California State University. This summer, the 
Commission will review a supplemental report on 
Community College faculty salaries and public 
four-year segment administrators' salaries. 



Other salary information 

New to this year's report is a special section show- 
ing the number of University of California faculty 
who earn in excess of $100,000, with accompanying 
information on age, sex, ethnicity, and discipline. 
Discussed in this section are some implications of 
the University hiring these high paid faculty, and 
how S -ate resources may be insufficient for this seg- 
ment in order to attract the finest research scholars 
while maintaining its pool of instructional faculty. 
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Projected Salaries Required for Parity 
at California's Public Universities 



THIS year's salary analysis continues to present a 
comprehensive examination of faculty salary com- 
parison institution data. Using computerized 
spreadsheets, Commission staff has reduced the 
time involved to complete a comprehensive analysis 
of the raw data that have been provided by the Uni- 
versity's eight ^nd State University's 20 compari- 
son institutions. Additional time has allowed for 
the more detailed segmental analysis that follows. 



University of California 

On November 16, 1988, the Regents of the Univer- 
sity of California met and requested the Governor 
and the Legislature to approve funding sufficient to 
grant University faculty an average salary increase 
of 4.5 percent. This amount was to maintain parity 
with the University's eight comparison institutions. 
This percentage increase was based on final data for 
seven of eight comparison institutions, and reflect- 
ed a projected increase for the University of Michi- 
gan who had not as yet provided final data. Howev- 
er, a subsequent report, including final data for 
Michigan, presented to Commission staff on Decem- 
ber 5, 1988, indicated that a 4.79 percent increase 
was needed to maintain parity. It is this latter fig- 
ure that has been reported to the Governor and the 
Legislature. 

Projected salaries 

Display 2 on the next page shows the average sal- 
aries by rank at the comparison institutions in 
1984-85 and 1989-90, as well as the University's po- 
sition in each of these two years. It indicates that, 
over the past five years, the University has im- 
proved its position from sixth to fifth at the rank of 
professor, while slipping in rank from third to fifth 
at the assistant professor level. Although the com- 
pensation provided to these assistants still exceeds 
the average compensation of its comparison group, 



and since many of the University's new hires will be 
hired at this level, it is important that the segment 
maintain, if not improve its competitive position for 
the hiring of new young faculty. 

It also should be noted that because the University's 
faculty received their final salary adjustment on 
January 1, 1990, the computed average annual by 
rank salaries shown in Display 3 for academic year 
1989-90 are greater than the salaries actually 
earned by the faculty for this entire academic year. 
In reality, the salaries for academic year 1989-90 
are: Professors, $70,708; Associate Professors, 
$45,820; and Assistant Professors, $40,241. 

Conversion factors 

Display 3 on page 11 shows the parity calculations 
for the 1990-91 fiscal year, and it indicates that the 
University will require an increase of 4.79 percent 
to maintain parity at the mean of its comparison 
group. An important element in deriving institu- 
tional average salaries is the factor used to convert 
eleven-month salaries to nine-month salaries. In 
most cases, this conversion is derived by dividing 
nine by eleven to produce a factor of 0.8182. In the 
University's case, however, a factor of 0.86 has been 
used for many years and is applied to the entire 
comparison group. Historically, the University has 
used a conversion factor of 0.86 to adjust eleven- 
month salaries to nine-month salaries. To assure 
consistency, the 0.86 factor is applied to each of the 
University's comparison institutions. 

Display 4 on page 12 shows the University's 1989- 
90 salary schedule, with the actual conversions. 



University faculty paid above scale 

Display 5 on page 13 shows data for University of 
California nine-month professors who are paid in 
excess of $100,000, excluding medical and law pro- 



DISPLAY 2 University of California and Comparison Institution Average Salaries, 1984*85 
and 1989*90 

Comparison Institution 









AMUiaui jrroicooor 


Institution H 


$61,475(1) 


$34,654(6) 


$29,215 (5) 


Institution A 


57,650 (2) 


40,182(1) 


31,810(1) 


Incttifciitf on 0 


55 846 (3) 


33 298 (8) 


26 807 (8) 


Institution F 


55,300(4) 


39,300 (2) 


31,800(2) 


Institution C 


52,889 (5) 


37,510(3) 


29,215(5) 


University of California 


52,542(6) 


35,113 (5) 


30,628 (3) 


Institution B 


49,000 (7) 


33,600(7) 


26,000 (9) 


Institution G 


46,826(8) 


32,640(9) 


28,716 (7) 


Institution E 


46,565 (9) 


35,201 (4) 


29,593(4) 



Comparison Institution 

Average $53,194 $35,798 $29,145 



C wwjon Institution 



T 9-90 Data 


Professor 


Associate Professor 


Assistant Professor 


Institution U 


$80,842(1) 


$46,864(7) 


$42,227 (4) 


Institution A 


78,421(2) 


55,049(1) 


43,473(2) 


Institution F 


76,099(3) 


53,687(2) 


43,893(1) 


Institution D 


74,681(4) 


46,145 (8) 


36,809 (9) 


University of California 


73,132(5) 


47,250(5) 


41,341 (5) 


Institution B 


68,350(6) 


47,076(6) 


37,750 (8) 


Institution C 


67,351(7) 


48,654(4) 


38,003 (7) 


Institution E 


65,565(8) 


49,790(3) 


42,351 (3) 


Institution G 


61,060(9) 


43,990(9) 


38,708(6) 



Comparison Institution 

Average $71,546 $48,907 $40,402 



Note: The data in the 1989*90 table for the University of California reflect salary increases awarded on January 1, 1990. 
Actual salaries earned by University faculty for the 1989*90 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here, and these 
differences could affect the University's ranking. The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected 
by salary increases given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year. 

Source: Office of the President, University of California. 
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DISPLAY 3 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1984-85 and 1989-^0, 
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1990-91, Projected Parity 
Comparisons, and Projected 1990-91 Staffing Patterns 



Academic Rank 


Cc mparison Group 
Average Salaries 
1984-85 


Compsrison Group 
Average Salaries 
1989-90 


Compound Rate of 
Incresse 


Comparison Group 
Projected Salaries 
1990-91 


rroiessor 




$53,194 


$71,546 


6.107% 


$75,916 


Associate nroiessor 




35,798 


48,907 


6.439 


52,056 


rtssistunt rroiessor 




29,145 


40,402 


6.750 


43,129 




University of 
California 


Compsrison Group Average Salaries 


Percentage Incresse Required in 
University of California Aversge 
Salaries to Fq'ial the Comparison 
Institution Average 


Academic Rank 


Actual Average 
Salaries 1989-90 


Actual 1989-90 


Projected 1990-91 


Actual 1989-90 


Projected 1990-91 


Professor 


$73,132 


$71,546 


$75,916 


■2.17% 


3.81% 


Associate Professor 


47,250 


48,907 


52,056 


3.51 


10.17 


Assistant Professor 


41,341 


40,402 


43,129 


-2.27 


4.32 


All Ranks Averages 
(UC Staffing) 


62,546 


61,695 


65,540 


-1.36 


4.79 


Institutional Budget 
Year Staffing Pattern 
(Full Time Equivalent) 


Professor 


Associate 
Professor 


Assistant 
Professor 


Total 




University of California 


3,554 


1,076 


998 


5,628 




Comparison Institutions 


4,336.42 


1,945.86 


1,885.85 


8,168.13 




Source: Univarsity of California, Office of the President, reproduced in Appendix E. 







fessors. These faculty members are often Nobel 
Laureates, Field Medal Scholars, Pulitzer Prize 
winners, Nat anal Academy of Science scholars, or 
other premier researchers and teachers in their 
field Currently, 146 faculty are in this category. 
Of these, 35 are in the humanities or social sciences, 
57 are in the physical or life sciences, 43 are in engi- 
neering, and eleven are in the discipline of manage- 
ment. In addition, the eleven-month salaries of 20 
professors exceed $100,000, but their nine-month 
equivalent is under that amount. 



The highest median salary - $106,300 is paid in 
engineering, while the highest overall salary - 
$122,100 - is paid in the physical sciences. Only 
two women and three non-white minority faculty 
earn in excess of $100,000. 

Perhaps most interesting is the average age of these 
faculty, which ranges from 54 in management to 62 
in the social sciences, suggesting that these scholars 
have been employed by the University or other aca- 
demic institutions for many years. Many of these 
scholars will be retiring during the next decade. 
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DISPLAY 4 University of California 1989-90 Salary Schedule for Nine- and Eleven-Month Faculty, 
with Percentage Differences (Effective January I, 1990*) 



Nine-Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Stepl 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


StepS 


Step 6 


Step 7 


Step 8 


Professor 


$48,500 


$53,200 


$58,300 


$63,800 


$69,400 


$75,200 


$81,300 


$87,700 


Associate 
Professor 


$40,400 


$42,800 


$45,200 


$48,400 


$53,100 


N/A 


N/A 


N'\ 


Assistant 
Professor 


$33,900 


$35,300 


$36,600 


$38,200 


$40,300 


$42,700 


N/A 


N/A 


Eleven-Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Stepl 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


StepS 


Step 6 


Step 7 


Step 8 


Professor 


$56,300 


$61,700 


$67,600 


$74,000 


$80,500 


$87,200 


$94,300 


$101,900 


Associate 
Professor 


$46,900 


$49,600 


$52,300 


$56,200 


$61,600 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Assistant 
Professor 


$39,300 


$40,900 


$42,400 


$44,300 


$46,800 


$49,500 


N/A 


N/A 



Percentage 
Difference by 
Rank 


Stepl 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


StepS 


Step 6 


Step 7 


Stop 8 


Ovorall 
Average 


Professor 


86.15% 


86.22% 


86.24% 


86.22% 


86.21% 


86.24% 


86.21% 


86.06% 




Associate 




















Professor 


86.14 


86.29 


86.42 


86.12 


86.20 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 




Assistant 




















Professor 


86.26 


86.31 


86.32 


86.23 


86.11 


86.26 


N/A 


N/A 




Average 


86.18% 


86.27% 


86.33% 


86.19% 


86.17% 


86.25% 


86.21% 


86.06% 


86.21% 



*Add 10 percent to each step for business and engineering faculty. 
Source: University of California, Office of the President 



Because ot these retirements and because the Uni- 
versity continues to seek the finest researchers from 
throughout the country, the University has had to 
expend significant resources in recent years in or- 
der to attract these scholars to its campuses. Clear- 
ly, not all new hires are or should be made at the 
highest levels. But as the premier research system 
in the world, the University has had to hire many 
high-level faculty from both the private sector or 
other prestigious institutions to replenish similar 
faculty who retired or moved to other institutions, 
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at salaries well above the average paid to full pro- 
fessors in general. 

When hired, these faculty are compensated at lev- 
els far above the regular salary compensation pro- 
vided by the State for "vacant" faculty positions. 
(Currently, the State provides $36,600 - Assistant 
Professor, Step 3 - for vacant positions.) Although 
most of these scholars are not paid in excess of 
$100,000, many are paid at salaries equal to if not 
greater than those they earned at either the campus 
or private research facility from which they came - 



DISPLAY 5 University of California Nine-Month Faculty Salaries Above $100,000, Effective 
January 1, 1990 

CHARACTERISTICS 



SALARIES Average 



Discipline 


Number 




Median 


Women 


Non-White 


Age 


Humanities 


17 


115,700 


103,800 


1 


1 


59 


Life Science 


10 


108,100 


104,500 


0 


0 


61 


Physical Science 


47 


122,100 


104,300 


1 


1 


58 


Social Science 


18 


11?, 200 


103,800 


0 


1 


62 


Management 1 


11 


120,600 


105,200 


0 


0 


54 


Engineering 1 


43 


116,700 


106,300 


0 


0 


59 



Note: Eleven-month salaries have been converted to nine-month equivalent salaries as is the practice in the University's annua) 
report. In addition to these faculty, there are 20 more whose eleven-month salaries exceed $100*000, but for whom the nine- 
month equivalent is under $100,000. 

1. Special scale. 

Source: University of California, Office of the President. 



an amount far in excess of the amount provided by 
the State. 

The implications for the University's policy of hir- 
ing the best and brightest are apparent. The Uni- 
versity must find from within existing resources the 
difference between the $36,600 provided by the 
State, and the compensation actually paid to the 
faculty member. In doing so, the University often 
uses resources allocated to other existing faculty va- 
cancies in order to fund a single high paid faculty 
position. When this occurs, those "other vacancies" 
remain unfilled, and instructional activities in the 
department from which those resources are taken 
may be undermined. 
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Throughout the next decade, many of the Universi- 
ty's high paid scholars will be retiring and enroll- 
ment growth will be significant. During this time, 
the University anticipates a need for about 8,000 
new faculty. The situation of reallocating resources 
among departments will become severe if the Uni- 
versity is to continue to attract premier scholars 
and the State funds vacancies at only entry level 
salaries. As part of its long-range planning for fac- 
ulty, the Commission will explore the need of ade- 
quate faculty salary resources to maintain the con- 
tinuing competitiveness of both the University's in- 
structional and research faculty. 



The California State University 
Shifts in rank 

Over the past six years, and principally because of 
salary increases granted in the past three years, tin 
State University has improved its competitive posi- 
tion nationally. Displays 6 and 7 on pages 15 and 
16 show average salaries at its cc mparison institu- 
tions in 1984-85 and 1989-90 as well as the State 
University faculty's relative petition on each list. 
These displays indicate that while the State Uni- 
versity's ladder faculty ranked eighteenth at the 
professor level, twentieth at the associate level, 
nineteenth at the assistant level, and eleventh at 
the instructor level in 1984-85, it improved to be- 
tween fourth and eighth by 1989-90. Because of the 
large number of State University faculty at the full- 
professor level, the all ranks weighted average ac- 
tually placed the faculty in fourth position in both 
1984-85 and 1989-90. If something near this rank* 
ing continues, it will place the State University in a 
very competitive position in the years ahead, when 
many new faculty are expected to be hired. 

The relatively strong upward movement in the 
State University's ranking among its comparison 
institutions was heavily influenced by the fact its 
group of comparison institutions was changed in 
1985. The institutions in this revised group have a 
higher salary base, and may have experienced 
greater salary increases than those institutions on 
the former list. 

In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that 
the State University encountered considerable diffi- 
culty in its attempts to obtain reliable data from its 
new list of comparison institutions. Several institu- 
tions declined to participate with the annual sur- 
vey, while others were ty ot prepared to supply the 
data in a timely fashion. After the advisory com- 
mittee was reconvened in 1986 to discuss the prob- 
lem, it unanimously approved replacements for 
those institutions that would not provide data. 

Following that meeting, State University officials 
worked to develop relationships with personnel at 
the comparison institutions, but it soon became evi- 
dent that complete current-year data could not be 
obtained from all of them in November of each year, 
nor from any other list of institutions that could 
conceivably be established, because many universi- 
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ties do not make computer runs of their faculty pay- 
rolls until after the November deadline required by 
the current methodology. Because the Department 
of Finance requests this information by December 5 
of each year for consideration in the Governor's 
Budget, estimates continue to be necessary for those 
institutions not supplying current-year informa- 
tion. 

Estimating for non-reporting institutions 

In its attempts to make the estimates as accurate as 
possible, the Chancellor's Office of the State Uni- 
versity analyzed the differences between the cost-of- 
living adjustments projected to be given to faculty, 
and those actually distributed to them. This analy- 
sis showed that the actual changes in any institu- 
tion's average salaries increased by only about 95 
percent of the projected percentage increase - a dif- 
ference caused by changes in staffing patterns at 
the institutions involved. Accordingly, the State 
University suggested that, when current-year data 
cannot be obtained, but the projected cost-of-living 
adjustment is known, that that percentage be mul- 
tiplied by 0.95. 

Law faculty adjustment 

Another issue unresolved in the annual salary re- 
port concerned the adjustment for law school facul- 
ty. As discussed in the introduction, salaries paid to 
law faculty at the comparison institutions are in- 
cluded in the raw data supplied to the American As- 
sociation of University Professors and published in 
its "Annual Report on the Economic Status of the 
Profession." That report, which includes data also 
collected by the Center for Education Statistics of 
the U.S. Department of Education, constitutes the 
primary source of faculty salary data in the United 
States. At present, eight of the State University's 
20 comparison institutions operate law schools, and 
since law faculty are paid more than regular facul- 
ty, a deduction 0.2 percent is made in the State Uni- 
versity's parity figure to reflect the fact that it oper- 
ates no law schools. 

The 0.2 percent adjustment is continued this year as 
is shown in Display 8 on page 17. However, the is- 
sue of excluding law faculty in the parity computa- 
tion was resolved as discussed on page 3 in the Ori- 
gins and Methods of Analysis section of this report. 



DISPLAY 6 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1984-85 

Associate Assistant 
Professor Professor Professor _ gtructor Total Faculty 



1 M ft tltfr I Am 

insviiuiion 




Average 
salary 


WO. 


Average 
salary 


NO. 


Average 
salary 


INO. 


Average 
Salary 


WO. 


WpiffhtaH 
WW ClgltvVQ 

Average 
Salary 


Institution A 


123 


S51 900 (1) 


131 


$37,500(2) 


118 


$28,900 (1) 


17 


$22,300 (10) 


389 


$38,780(2) 

V W W | • WW \ mi r 


Institution N 


240 


51 433 (2) 


229 


37.914 (1) 


138 


28.618 (4) 


0 


o 


607 


41.146(1) 

4m | 4m *W V \ m r 


Tnfltitntinn 0 

IllOUbUUvIl 


374 


50 779 (3) 


398 


35 312 (3) 


312 


29,660 (2) 


41 


26.333 (1) 


1,125 


38.559(3) 

W KdW | V \# %0 1W f 


Institution K 


324 


46.188 (4) 


274 


fl3,318 (6) 


241 


28,815(3) 


17 


23,721 (5) 


856 


36,352(6) 


Institution A 


483 


46 176 (5) 


452 


34,191 (4) 


287 


28.004 (5) 


39 


21,784 (4) 


1,261 


36.607(5) 

iiV|vv • *W» 


Institution R 


429 


45,000 (6) 


437 


32,638(10) 


376 


27,176 (7) 


127 


20,030(12) 


1,369 


33,842(2) 


Institution P 


86 


44,984 (7) 


113 


32,616(11) 


82 


25,883(13) 


4 


23,125 (9) 


285 


34,279(11) 


Institution D 


156 


44,354 (8) 


240 


33,275 (7) 


100 


27,166 (8) 


19 


23,428 (7) 


515 


35,081 (7) 


Institution I 


58 


44,200 (9) 


115 


32,100(14) 


79 


26,500(10) 


42 


19,200(17) 


294 


32,568(15) 


Institution F 


266 


43,6* t (10) 


250 


32,473(12) 


172 


26,467(11) 


40 


19,344(16) 


728 


34,413(10) 


Institution C 


83 


43,046(11) 


51 


33,337 (5) 


64 


25,663(15) 


7 


23,700 (6) 


205 


34,543 (9) 


Institution B 


96 


42,648(12) 


97 


33,140 (9) 


46 


27,699 (6) 


20 


24,270(2) 


259 


35,013(8) 


Institution G 


143 


42,100(13) 


228 


33,200 (8) 


182 


26,300 (9) 


20 


23,800 (3) 


573 


33,060(13) 


The California 
State University 


6,736 


41333 (14) 


1,585 


32,134(13) 


1,446 


26,148(12) 


175 


23,171 (8) 


10,942 


37,164 (4) 


Institution 0 


157 


40,775(15) 


234 


31,075(16) 


169 


25,266 (16) 


4 


19,725(15) 


564 


31,954(16) 


Institution S 


313 


40,600(16) 


307 


29,964(17) 


176 


24,714 (18) 


17 


18,996(18) 


813 


32,716(14) 


Institution H 


192 


39,873(17) 


121 


31,241(15) 


135 


25,075 (17) 


38 


17,942 (19) 


486 


31,899(17) 


Institution T 


250 


39,289(18) 


277 


28,688(20) 


193 


24,632 (19) 


15 


21,999(11) 


735 


31,092(19) 


Institution L 


44 


37,654(19) 


23 


28,553(21) 


25 


23,242 (19) 


0 


0 


92 


31,462(18) 


Institution M 


123 


36,342(20) 


108 


24,246 18) 


71 


23,881 (20) 


8 


19,878 (14) 


310 


30,591(20) 


Institution E 


82 


36,171(21) 


98 


29,286(19) 


88 


25,726(14) 


21 


19,954(13) 


289 


29,477(21) 


Comparison 
Institution Totals 


4,022 


$44,216 


4,183 


$32,334 


3,054 


$26,978 


496 


$22,000 


11,755 


$34,750 



Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor. 



Other adjustments 

Other deductions of 0.2 percent for turnover and 
promotions, and 0.59 percent to reflect an addition- 
al appropriation for merit salary adjustments, are 
also included. The first is unchanged from last 
year's cycle, while the second is reduced to 0.59 per- 
cent from last year's estimate of 0.64 percent. With 
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all these adjustments, the projected 1990-91 State 
University parity calculation equals 4.88 percent as 
shown in Display 8 on page 17. 

Complete current-year data for this year's report 
were obtained for 17 institutions, with estimated 
1989-90 cost-of-living adjustments supplied for the 
remaining three. Furthermore, it should be noted 



DISPLAY 7 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1989-90 

Associate Assistant 
irrofeasor Professor Professor Instructor Total Faculty 



institution 


INO. 


Average 




Average 
oaiary 




Average 


no* 


Average 

CSalarv 

OBierv 


Mn 
INO. 


Weighted 
Average 
Salary 


Institution J 


117 


$69,819 (1) 


152 


$51,929 (1) 


92 


$42,941 (1) 


20 


$29,822 (6) 


381 


$54,092 (1) 


Institution Q 


439 


69,299(2) 


400 


48,813(3) 


349 


40,809(2) 


27 


43,710(1) 


1,215 


53,802(2) 


Institution N 


2*6 


67,087 (3) 


245 


49,255 (2) 


128 


36,927(9) 


0 


0 


618 


53,771(3) 


Institution R 


562 


63,158(4) 


544 


44,988(5) 


356 


37,944(5) 


68 


26,185(13) 


1,530 


49,188(6) 


Institution I 


75 


62,577 (5) 


114 


44,429(7) 


114 


38,129(4) 


39 


25,878(14) 


342 


44,193(15) 


Institution P 


103 


61,438(6) 


113 


44,315(8) 


69 


37.098(8) 


0 


0 


285 


48,756(7) 


Institution K 


406 


60,821 (7) 


327 


43,959(10) 


235 


37,653 (6) 


13 


28.629 (9) 


981 


49,224(5) 


The California 
State University 


7,512 


57336 (8) 


2J32 


45,730 (4) 


1,939 


37,413 (7) 


225 


30357 (4) 


12308 


51384 (4) 


Institution S 


290 


57,415 (9) 


256 


44,115 (9) 


211 


38,676 (3) 


2 


28,916(7) 


759 


47.645 (9) 


Institution F 


266 


56,978(10) 


254 


41,417(16) 


191 


34,257(17) 


27 


24,666 (15) 


738 


44,559(13) 


Institution G 


151 


56,800(11) 


227 


43,500(11) 


169 


35,800(13) 


14 


31300(3) 


561 


44,453(14) 


Institution C 


88 


56,418(12) 


57 


41,584(15) 


81 


35,968(11) 


0 


0 


226 


45,347(10) 


Institution B 


101 


56,032(13) 


74 


44,540 (6) 


39 


36,690(10) 


9 


30,056 (5) 


223 


47,787 (8) 


Institution D 


170 


55,885(14) 


226 


42,749 (12) 


97 


35,073 (15) 


30 


26315 (12) 


523 


44,764(12) 


Institution A 


509 


55,520(15) 


445 


41,618(14) 


344 


35,054(16) 


20 


26,655(11) 


1,318 


45,047(11) 


Institution M 


119 


54,175(16) 


129 


41,294(17} 


98 


33,599(19) 


4 


24,300 (17) 


350 


43,325(16) 


Institution T 


259 


52,922(17) 


289 


39,252 (20) 


188 


35,934(12) 


5 


32,963 ( 2) 


741 


43,146(17) 


Institution 0 


166 


52,851(18) 


?19 


39,356(19) 


136 


33,982(18) 


1 


28,000 (10) 


542 


42,120vl9) 


Institution E 


106 


50,933 (19) 


104 


41,632(13) 


84 


35,308(14) 


19 


28,790 (8) 


313 


42,307(18) 


Institution L 


50 


49,639(20) 


26 


38,054(21) 


45 


31,151(21) 


0 


0 


121 


40,274(21) 


Institution H 


196 


48,282 ID 


123 


39,404(18) 


117 


32,820(20) 


23 


24,479(16) 


459 


40,769(20) 


Comparison 
Institution Totals 


4,418 


$59,139 


4,344 


$43,781 


3,143 


$36,806 


321 


$28,315 


12,226 


$47,131 



Note: The data in this display for the California State University reflect salary increases awarded on January 1, 1990. Actual 
salaries earned by State University faculty for the 1989-90 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here, and these 
differences could affect the State University's ranking. The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected 
by salary increases given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year. 



Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor. 



that because the State University faculty will re* 
ceive their final salary adjustment on January 1, 
1990, the computed average annual by rank sala- 
ries displayed for 1989-90 is greater than the sala- 
ries actually earned by the faculty for this entire 



academic year. In reality the salaries for academic 
year 1939*90 are: Professors $56,953; Associate 
Professors $45,032; Assistant Professors $36,841; 
and Instructors $30,484. 



DISPLAY 8 California State University Faculty Salary Parity Calculations, 1990-91 (Comparison 
Institution Average Salaries, 1984-85 and 1989-90; Five-Year Compound Rates of 
Increase; Comparison Institution 1989-90 Projected Salaries; State University 1989-90 
Average Salaries; 1990-91 Projected Percentage Salary Deficiency; 1989-90 Staffing 
Patterns) 







Comparison Group 


Average Salaries 


Five- Year 


Comparison Group 






Weighted by Total 


Faculty at Each 


Percentage Rate of 


Projected Salaries 


Academic Rank 




1984-85 


Rank 1989-90 


Change 


1990-91 


rroiessor 




$44,216 


$59,139 


5.989% 


$62,680 


Associate rroiessor 




32,834 


43,781 


5.924% 


46,375 


Assistant rroiessor 




26,978 


36,806 


6.409% 


39,165 


iiioLrui<Lur 




21,154 


28,315 


6.000% 


30,015 




Stat* 






Percentage Increase Required in CSU 




University 






Salaries to Equal the Comparison 




Average 


Comparison Group Average Salaries 


Institution Average 




Salaries 










Academic Rank 


1989-90 


1989-90 


1990-91 


1989-90 


1990-91 


Professor 


$57,836 


$59 139 


$62 680 


2.25% 


8 38% 


AqcuMMAtp Prftfipqqnr 


45,730 


43,781 


46,375 


-4.26% 


1.41% 


Assistant Professor 


o7,41o 


36,806 


39,165 


-1.62% 


4.68% 


Instructor 


9f\ ART 


28,315 


30,015 


-8.54% 


-3.04% 


All Ranks Averages 












Weighted by State 


$51,684 


$51,972 


$55,104 


0.56% 


6.62% 


University Staffing 
























Co mnari son 












Institution Staffing 


$47,579 


$47,131 


$49,984 


-0.94% 


5.06% 


Mean All Ranks 












AVvl aj^C a/Kl VTIU93 












Percentage Amount 


$49,631 


$49,552 


$52,544 


-0.16% 


5.87% 


/Yajuflimenw 












i urnover 












and Promotions 






-$99 




0.20% 


Effect of Law Faculty 






-$99 




0.20% 


Merit Award 












Adjustment 






-$337 




0.59% 


Net Parity Salary 












and Pe:cent 






$52,008 




4.88% 


Institutional 












Staffing Patterns 


Professor 


Associate Professor 


Assistant Professor 


Instructor 


Total 


California State 












University 


7,512 


2,332 


1,939 


225 


12,008 


Comparison Institutions 


4,418 


4,344 


3,143 


321 


12,226 



Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University (reproduced in Appendix F). 
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Conversion factor 

One of the required calculations to derive an aver* 
age salary figure for each comparison institution is 
a conversion from eleven-month to nine-month 
faculty, since all average salaries are based on nine- 
month contracts. In its annual report on the eco- 
nomic status of the profession, the AAUP uses a fac- 
tor of 0.8182 - a figure derived by dividing nine by 
eleven. In some cases, however, institutions use dif- 
ferent conversion factors to build their budgets, and 
these are all specified by the AAUP in footnotes to its 
report and used to derive average salary figures. In 
many cases, especially in independent institutions, 
no published salary schedules or institutional con- 



version factors exist, since all faculty contracts are 
negotiated individually in terms of both length of 
annual service and compensation. In these cases, 
all conversions used to derive average salaries are 
artificial, and the AAUP simply applies the 0.8182 
factor as a reasonable estimate. 

In the State University, as shown in Display 9 on 
page 19, the actual relationship between eleven- 
month and nine-month faculty is about 0.87 per- 
cent, but for the purposes of the annual salary re- 
ports, and reporting to the AAUP, the 0.8182 figure 
continues to be used for the purposes of assuring 
analytical consistency with the comparison institu- 
tions. 



1 ° 
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DISPLAY 9 California State University 1989-90 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and 

Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences (Effective January 1, 1990*) 



Nine-Month 

Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Pvofessor $48,168 $50,460 $52,896 

Associate Professor 38,112 39,948 41,844 

Assistant Professor 30,276 31,692 33,192 

Instructor 27,708 28,932 30,276 



Step 4 StepS Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 

$55,464 $58,116 

43,848 45,936 $48,168 $50,460 $52,896 

34,764 36,420 38,112 39,948 41,844 

31,692 33,192 



Eleven-Month 

Faculty by Rank Stepl Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 StepS Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 

Professor $55,464 $58,116 $60,960 $63,888 $66,984 

Associate Professor 43,848 45,936 48,168 50,460 52,896 $55,464 $58,116 $60,960 

Assistant Professor 34,764 36,420 38,112 39,948 41,844 43,848 45,936 48,168 

Instructor 31,692 33,192 34,764 36,420 38,112 



Percentage Overall 



Difference by Rank 


Stepl 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Step 5 


Step 6 


Step 7 


StepS 


Average 


Professor 


86.85% 


86.83% 


86.77% 


86.81% 


86.76% 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 




Associate Professor 


86.92 


86.96 


86.87 


86.90 


86.84 


86.85% 


86.83% 


86.77% 




Assistant Professor 


87.09 


87.02 


87.09 


87.02 


87.04 


86.92 


86.96 


86.87 




Instructor 


87.43 


87.17 


87.09 


87.02 


87.09 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 




Average 


87.07% 


87.00% 


86.96% 


86.96% 


86.93% 


86.89% 


86.90% 


86.82% 


86.94% 



*Add 10 percent to each step for business and engineering faculty. 

Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor. (Incremental Salary Adjustment computed by the California Postseeondary 
Education Commission). 
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Appendix A 



Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session, 
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits 



WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to House Resolution No. 
250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had prepared and has adopted a report of the 
Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommendations as to salaries and the 
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the California 
institutions of higher education; and 

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee found that the re- 
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has been made previously to the Legislature 
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the 
Legislature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions of higher learning 
has been made unnecessarily difficult; and 

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor should re- 
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education, 
plus such supplementary information as the University of California and the California 
State Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive and consis- 
tently reported information as outlined specifically in the report adopted by the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee; and 

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include essential data 
on the size and composition of the faculty, the establishment of comprehensive bases for 
comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired 
fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special 
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of supplementary income, 
all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve implications to the state now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly thereof concurring, That 
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooperation with the University of 
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and 
the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report 
containing the basic information recommended in the report of the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As- 
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965. 
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Appendix B 



NOTE: The following material is reproduced from 
Chapter Two, "The Revised Methodology," of the sec- 
ond edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and 
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994- 
95: A Revision of the Commission's 1977 Methodolo- 
gy for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty and 
Administrative Salaries and Fringe Benefit Costs. 
Commission Report 85-11. Sacramento: California 
Postsecondary Education Commission, March 1985. 
pp. 7-16 (second edition issued February 1988). 



The following procedures will be employed by the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission to 
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and 
fringe benefits in California public higher education 



1. Number and timing of reports 

One report will be prepared by the Commission each 
year. That report will contain current-year data 
from both the University of California's and the Cal- 
ifornia State University's comparison institutions, 
such data to be submitted by the segments to the 
Commission, the Department of Finance, and the 
Legislative Analyst not later than December 5 each 
year. The segmental submissions are to include to- 
tal nine and eleven-month expenditures, and the 
number of faculty, at each rank specified in Section 
4 of this document for each comparison institution. 
Comparison institutions should be identified only by 
letter code. Commission staff shall verify the accu- 
racy of the segmental calculations and report the 
results of its analysis to the Department of Finance 
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst on Decem- 
ber 5, or the first working day following December 5 
if the latter falls on a weekend. The Commission 
shall submit a report on the subject to the Depart- 
ment of Finance and the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee not later than February 15. 



2. Principle of parity 

The report will indicate needed percentage increase* 
(or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year in sala- 
ries and fringe benefit costs for University of Cali- 
fornia and California State University faculty to 
achieve and maintain parity with comparison insti- 
tution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate 
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Uni- 
versity only) instructor. Parity is defined as the 
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu- 
tions as a whole at each rank. A separate list of com- 
parison institutions will be used by each of the four- 
year California segments of higher education. 



3. Comparison {institutions 

University of California 

Comparison institutions for the University of Cali- 
fornia, with independent institutions asterisked (*), 
will be the following: 

Harvard University* 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology* 

Stanfoid University* 

State University of New York at Buffalo 

University of Illinois, Urbana 

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 

University of Virginia 

Yale University* 

(On February 8, 1988, the Commission voted to re- 
place Cornell University and the University of Wis- 
consin-Madison with MIT and the University of Vir- 
ginia, respectively.) 

The California State University 

Comparison institutions for the California State 
University will be the following for the years 1987- 
88 through 1996-97. 

Nor&htatt 

Buekna 1 University* 



MC 
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Rutgers the State University of New Jersey , Newark 
State University of New York, Albany 
Tufts University 0 
University of Bridgeport* 

Sooth 

Georgia State University 
North Carolina State University 
University of Maryland, Baltimore County 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

North Central 

Cleveland State University 
Loyola University, Chicago* 
Mankato State University 
Wayne State University 
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee 

Weal 

Arizona State University 
Reed College* 

University of Colorado, Denver 
University of Nevada, Reno 
University of Southern California 4 
University of Te, as, Arlington 

* Indtptndcnt Institution 



4* Faculty to be included and excluded 

University of California 

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those 
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and as- 
sistant professor (the University does not use the 
rank of instructor) employed on nine and eleven- 
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception 
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses- 
sions, extension programs, *nd laboratory schools, to 
the extent that these faculty are covered by salary 
scales or schedules other than those of the regular 
faculty. Faculty on the special salary schedules for 
engineering, computer science, and business admin- 
istration will be included with the regular faculty. 

Faculty members to be included are those assigned 
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for 
research and other University purposes), depart- 
ment chairmen (if not on an administrative salary 
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leav*. 

The number of University faculty will be reported on 
a full-time-equivalent basis. 

o 



The California State University 

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those 
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes- 
sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and in- 
structor, employed on nine and eleven-month (pro- 
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and fac- 
ulty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Faculty 
teaching seminar sessions or extension will be 
excluded. 

Funds appropriated for "outstanding professor 
awards 1 * will be included in the State University's 
mean salaries. 

The number of State University and comparison in- 
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba- 
sis. 



6. Computation of comparison 
institution mean salaries 

As indicated below, the University and the State 
University use different methods to compute mean 
salaries in their respective groups of comparison in- 
dilutions. The Commission will provide a detailed 
explanation of these differences in its annual report. 

University of California 

For the University's < nparison group, the mean 
salary at each rank w . *oe obtained for each com- 
parison institution. The mean salary at each rank 
for the comparison group as a whole will then be cal- 
culated by adding the mean salaries at the eight 
comparison institutions and dividing by eight. 

The California State University 

For the State University's comparison group, the 
total actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the 
group as a whole will be divided by the number of 
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de- 
rive the mean salary for each rank. 



& Five-year compound ,*ate 
of salary growth 

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be paid 



by the comparison institutions in the budget year, a 
five-year compound rate of change in salaries will be 
computed using actual salary data for the current 
year and the fifth preceding year. 

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by 
rank, for their respective comparison groups as spec- 
ified in Section 5 above. Each will then calculate the 
annual compound rate of growth at each rank 
between the current year and the fifth year preced- 
ing the current year. These rates of change will then 
be used to project mean salaries for that rank for- 
ward one year to the budget year. 

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor 
mean salary data can be obtained from a comparison 
institution in a timely manner, the staffing pattern 
and salary expenditure data from the prior year will 
be used with the expenditures at each rank being in- 
cremented by 95 percent of the anticipated current- 
year salary increase. If current-year staffing data 
are available, but not current-year salary expendi- 
ture data, the staffing data will be used with the 
prior-year expenditures at each rank being incre- 
mented by 100 percent of the anticipated current- 
year salary increase. 

When a comparison institution does not supply both 
its current-year staffing and salary expenditure da- 
ta, and when that institution does not anticipate a 
general faculty salary increase in the current year, 
the prior-year staffing and expenditure data will be 
assumed to remain unchanged for the current year. 

When current year staffing and salary expenditure 
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent 
of planned salary adjustments (e.g., reported data do 
not include a specified percentage to be granted after 
July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expenditures 
at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the full extent 
of the planned adjustment. 

When complete staffing and expenditure data are 
available for neither the current nor prior years, the 
most recent year for which complete data are avail- 
able will be used. In such a case, expenditures at 
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the 
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each 
year in which complete data are unavailable. 

If the University of California or the California 
State University are unable to obtain complete cur- 
rent-year staffing and salary expenditure data from 
all of their respective comparison institutions by De- 
cember 5 of any year, a supplemental report will be 



filed with the Commission, the Department of Pi- 
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst as 
soon as the data become available, but not later than 
April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such update 
to include all additional data received since Decem- 
ber 5. If the comparison institution data remain in- 
complete as of the April 1 date, a final report will be 
filed on June 30, or at such earlier time as the Uni- 
versity or the State University are able to supply 
complete data. 



7. Fringe benefits 

On June 30, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter, 
the University of California and the California State 
University shall submit reports on faculty fringe 
benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such reports to 
include the following information for their own sys- 
tem and for each comparison institution: 

a. The mean employer and employee contribution 
for retirement programs; health insurance pro- 
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any 
other medical coverage); Social Security; and life, 
unemployment, workers' compensation, and dis- 
ability insurance; 

b. The tuean contribution needed to fund the "nor- 
mal costs" of the retirement systems; and 

c. Any further information available, in addition to 
the cost data, on actual benefits received. 



& All-ranks average salaries 

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each 
segment in the current year, and the comparison 
institutions' mean salaries in the current and bud- 
get years, by using the following procedures. 

University of California 

Both the University's and its comparison institu- 
tions' mean salaries at each rank will be weighted 
by the University's projected budget-year staffing 
pattern. The all-ranks mean salaries produced 
thereby will be compared and percentage differen- 
tials computed for both the current and budget 
years. The percentage differential between the Uni- 
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versity's current year all-ranks mean salary and the 
comparison group's projected budget year all-ranks 
mean salary will constitute the percentage amount 
by which University salaries will have to be in- 
creased (or decreased) to achieve parity with the 
comparison group in the budget year. 

The California State Univenity 

Both the State University's and its comparison in- 
stitutions' current-year staffing patterns will be em- 
ployed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be 
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat- 
terns for both the current and budget years so that 
two sets of all-ranks mean salaries will be derived. 
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni- 
versity in the curt ant year (the first weighted by the 
State University's staffing pattern and the second by 
the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be add- 
ed together and divided by two to produce the overall 
mean. Similarly, the current and budget-year all- 
ranks mean salaries for the comparison institutions 
will be added and divided by two to produce overall 
means for both the current and budget years. The 
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal- 
ary will then be compared to the current and budget- 
year comparison institution all-ranks mean salary 
to produce both current and budget-year parity per- 
centages. The percentage differential between the 
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal- 
ary and the comparison group's pr*"'ected budget- 
year all-ranks mean salary will constitute the 
"Gross Percentage Amount" by which State Univer- 
sity salaries will need to be increased or decreased to 
achieve parity with the comparison group in the 
budget year. 

The "Gross Percentage Amount" will be reduced by 
applying three adjustments: 

• First, two-Mnths of one percent (0.2 percent) will 
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover 
and promotions in the budget year. 

• Second, an additional two-tenths of one percent 
(0.2 percent) will be deducted to account for the ef- 
fect of higher paid law-school faculty in eight of 
the State University's comparison institutions. 

• Third, an additional percentage amount, to ac- 
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary 

Q 
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awards, shall be deducted when applicable. The 
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed 
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor's Of- 
fice of the State University. 



9e Administrative, medical* 

and community college salaries 

Administrative salaries 

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission 
will report the salaries paid to selected central-office 
and campus-based administrators at the University 
and the State University. The Commission shall al- 
so include data on comparable campus-based posi- 
tions from both the University's and the State Uni- 
versity's respective comparison institutions. The 
University and State University will use the same 
group of comparison institutions as for their faculty 
surveys. 

The campus-based administrative positions to be 
surveyed shall include those listed in Display 1: 

In addition to these campus-based positions for 
which the national survey shall be conducted, the 
University and the State University shall also re- 
port the salaries paid to all central office personnel 
with the position titles listed in Display 2. 

Medical faculty salaries 

The Commission will include data on comparative 
salaries and compensation plans for the University 
of California and a select group of comparison insti- 
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the 
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to 
be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Univer- 
sity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the Uni- 
versity of Michigan, the University of North Caro- 
lina, the Univenity of Texas at Houston, the Uni- 
versity of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Disci- 
plines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, pedi- 
atrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will be 
considered representative of the medical profession 
as a whole. 



Community college faculty salaries 

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Commis- 



DISPLAY 1 Campus-Bated Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries at the University of 
California, the California State University, and Their Respective Comparison Institutions Are 
to Be Reported in the Commission's Annual Administrators' Salary Survey 



Univartitv of California 




Tht California State ilniyinity 


1 . Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution 


1. 


Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution 


2. Chief Academic Officer 


2. 


Chief Academic Officer 


3. Chief Business Officer 


3. 


Chief Business Officer 


4. Director of Personnel/Human Resources 


4. 


Director of Perso inel/Human Resources 


5. Chief Budget Officer 


5. 


Chief Budget Officer 


6. Director of Library Services 


6. 


Director of Library Services 


7. Director of Computer Services 


7. 


Director of Computer Services 


8. Director of Physical Plant 


8. 


Director of Physical Plant 


9. Director of Campus Security 


9. 


Director of Campus Security 


10. Director of Information Systems 


10. 


Director of Institutional Research 


1 1 . Director of Student Financial Aid 


n. 


Director of Student Financial Aid 


12. DurfCtoro /Athletics 


12. 


Director of Athletics 


13. Dean of Agriculture 


13. 


Dean of Agriculture 


14. Dean of Arts and Sciences 


14. 


Dean of Arts and Sciences 


15. Dean of Business 


15. 


Dean of Business 


16. Dean of Education 


16. 


Dean of Education 


17. Dean of Engineering 


17. 


Dean of Engineering 


18. Dean of the Graduate Division 


18. 


Dean of the Gr »Huate Division 



DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be Reported 
in the Commission's Anni*l Administrators' Salary Survey 



Univartitv of California 




Tha California State University 


1. President 


1. 


Chancellor 


2. Senior Vice President 


2. 


Provost- Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor 


3. Vice President 


3. 


Deputy Provost 


4. Associate Vice President 


4. 


Vice Chancellor 


5. Assistant Vice President 


5. 


Associate Vice Chancellor 


6. General Counsel of the Regents 


6. 


Assistant Vice Chancellor 


7. Deputy General Counsel of the Regents 


7. 


General Counsel 


8. Treasurer of the Regents 


8. 


Associate General Counsel 


9. Associate Treasurer of the Regents 


9. 


Director of Governmental Affairs 


10. Secretary of the Regents 


10. 


Auditor 


1 1 . Director of State Governmental Relations 






12. Auditor 
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sion she Include such comments as it considers ap- 
propriate to satisfy the recommendation of the Leg* 
islative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the 
Budget Bill, 1979-80. Comments shall be directed 
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the An- 
nual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Commu- 
nity Colleges' Chancellery. 



10. Supplementary information 

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu- 
ally by both the University of California and the 
California State University. The University of Cal- 
ifornia shall continue to submit its * Annual Aca- 
demic Personnel Statistical Report." The California 
State University shall submit a report to the Com- 
mission on faculty demographics, promotions and 
separations, origins and destinations, and related 
data. Both the University and the State University 
will submit their supplemental reports not later 
than April 1. 



11. Criteria for the selection 
of comparison institutions 

University of California 

The following four criteria will be used to select com- 
parison institutions for the University: 

1. Each institution should be an eminent major uni- 
versity offering a broad spectrum of undergradu- 
ate, graduate (Master's and PhD), and profession- 
al instruction, and with a faculty responsible for 
research as well as teaching. 

2. Each institution should be one with which the 
University is in significant and continuing com- 
petition in the recruitment and retention of fac- 
ulty. 

3. Each institution should be one from which it is 
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a 
timely, voluntary, and regular basis. (Not all in- 
stitutions are willing to provide their salary and 
benefit cost data, especially in the detail required 
for comparison purposes.) 

erJo 



4. The comparison group should be composed of both 
public and private institutions. 

In selecting these institutions, stability over time 
in the composition of the comparison group is im- 
portant to enable the development of faculty sal- 
ary market perspective, time-series analysis, and 
the contacts necessary for gathering required da- 
ta. 

The California State University 

The following five criteria will be used to select com- 
parison institutions for the California State Univer- 
sity. 

1. General comparability of institutions: Comp-ri- 
son institutions should reflect the mission, func- 
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di- 
versity of the California State University system. 
Faculty expectations at the comparison institu- 
tions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload, and pro- 
fessional responsibilities, should be relatively 
similar to those prevailing at the California State 
University. To those ends, State University com- 
parison institutions should include those that of- 
fer a wide variety of programs at both the under- 
graduate and graduate levels but that grant very 
few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically, the 20 
institutions that awarded the largest number of 
doctoral degrees during the ten-year period be- 
tween 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded. 
The list should include both large and small, and 
urban and rural institutions from each of the four 
major regions of the country (Northeast, North 
Central, South, and West). Approximately one- 
fourth to one-third of the institutions on the list 
should be private or independent colleges and uni- 
versities, and none of these institutions should be 
staffed predominantly with religious faculty. 

2. Economic comparability of institutional location: 
The comparison group, taken as a whole* should 
reflect a general comparability in living costs and 
economic welfare to conditions prevailing in Cal- 
ifornia. Consequently, institutions located in 
very high cost areas, such as New York City, or in 
severely economically depressed areas, should not 
be included on the list. In order to ensure a con- 
tinuing economic comparability between Califor- 
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nia and those regions in which comparison insti- 
tutions are located, the Commission will periodi- 
cally review such economic indicators as it consid- 
ers appropriate and include the results of its sur- 
veys in its annual report on faculty salaries and 
fringe benefit costs. 

3. Availability of data: Each institution should be 
one from which it is possible to collect salary and 
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg- 
ular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to pro- 
vide their salary and benefit cost data, especially 



in the detail required for comparison purposes.) 

4. Fringe benefit*: The comparison institutions 
should provide fringe benefits, including a retire- 
ment program that vests in the faculty member 
within five years. 

5. Univertity of California comparieon institutions: 
The California State University's comparison 
group should not include any institution used by 
the University of California for its comparison 
group. 
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Appendix C 



House Resolution No. 250 t 1964 First Extraordinary Session, 
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties 
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education 

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that 
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education in California 
maintain or improve their position in the intense competition for the highest quality of 
faculty members; and 

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its annual report to the 
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the California State Colleges 
and the University of California recommended that funds should be provided to permit 
at least an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the California State 
Colleges and the University of California; and 

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their annual report to the 
Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind in the face 
of this competition and that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent 
behind those of comparable institutions; and 

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education in 
California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members 
which cannot possibly be met unless such institutions have a recruitment climate which 
will compare favorably with other colleges, universities, and business institutions, 
industry, and other levels of government; and 

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial 
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salaries so that failure to 
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in California institutions of higher 
education would be false economy; and 

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and University 
campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty members 
from the California institutions of higher education, and if such academic emigration 
gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educational 
processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax revenues; and 

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing prob- 
lems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and main- 
taining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; 
and 

WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in 
California's phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the 
wisest of public investors, but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the 
contributions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued 
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economic and cultural development of California may be seriously threatened; now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee on Rules 
is directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to study the subject of 
salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members 
of the California institutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving such 
salaries and benefits in order that such California institutions of higher education may 
be able to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of education, 
and to request such committee to report its findings and recommendations to the 
Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session. 



Appendix D 



A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE 
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFITS 
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND 
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES 



(Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session) 



Prvparva* by th* 

Cffic* of th« Uaalattv* Analyst 
Stats of California 

January 4, 1965 
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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this staff report is to recommend a 
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries, 
fringe benefits and other special economic benefits for 
faculties of the University of California and the Cali- 
fornia State Colleges. This report has been prepared 
by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in re- 
spouse to House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor- 
dinary Session, Appendix l) 1 which resolved: 

"That the Assembly Committee on Rules is di- 
rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com- 
mittee to study the subject of salaries and the gen- 
eral economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of 
faculty members of the California institutions of 
higher education, and ways and means of improving 
such salaries and benefits in order that such Cali- 
fornia institutions of higher education may be able 
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the 
highest quality of education, and to request such 
committee to report its findings and recommenda- 
tions to the Legislature not later than the fifth 
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session." 

Staff of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
initiated its study by seeking information which would 
reflect the magnitude of California's long-range and 
immediate problems regarding the need to recruit and 
retain an adequate number of high quality faculty. 
While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis- 
lature as justification for salary increase recommen- 
dations by the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu- 
cation, the University of California and the California 
State Colleges, it became apparent that the first step 
in trying to improve faculty salaries and other bene- 
fits is to furnish the Legislature with comprehensive 
and consistent data which identify the nature and 
level of competitive benefits. The costs associated with 
recommendations, rated according to priority, should 
be included in proposals by the segments in order to 
aid the Legislature in determining how much to ap- 
propriate and the benefits which an appropriation 
will buy. 

There has existed in the past s difference between 
what the institutions have recommended as the need 
for salary and benefit increases and what has finally 
been appropriated by the Legislature. There are two 
principal reasons for this difference which at times 
may be closely related: (1) The Legislature may dis- 
agree with what is proposed as to need, or (2) there 
may not be enough funds to meet the need because of 
higher priorities in other areas of the budget 

These needs are very complex and, for example, 
include such factors as : 

L Disagreement with conclusions drawn from data 
submitted in justification of recommendations; 

1 Lack of confidence in the quantity, quality, or 
type of data; 

i Appvadlota dtiaud. 
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3. The failure of advocates to' make points which 
are concise and clearly understandable ; 

4. The submission of conflicting data by legislative 
staf or the Department of Finance. 

After careful consideration, it was determined that 
a special report should be made to the Budget Com- 
mittee containing recommendations as to the kind of 
data the Legislature should be furnished for the pur- 
pose of considering salary and oth« * benefit increases. 

On August 5, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) was sent 
from the Legislative Analyst to the Coordinating 
Council for Higher Education, the University of Cali- 
fornia, the California State Colleges, the Department 
of Finance and various faculty organizations inform- 
ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
was planning to hold a public hearing in connection 
with HR 250 and asking for replies to a series of 
questions designed to gather background information 
about salary and fringe benefits data (Appendix 3. 
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of 
the hearing was to provide the University of Califor- 
nia, the California State Colleges and interested 
groups the opportunity to indicate the basis on which 
salary and fringe benefits should be reported to the 
Legislature, including the land of data to be com- 
piled and who should compile and publish it (Appen- 
dix 4, Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the October 
IS, 1964 Hearing). The contents of moat of the pre- 
pared statements discussed problems and in some 
instances recommendations relating to faculty salaries 
and other benefits rather than the primary purpose 
of the hearing, but the testimony did serve to identify 
areas of concern. The hearing also established legis- 
lative interest in the subjects of faculty workload and 
sources of supplementary income. 

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re- 
plies to the Legislative Analyst's letter of August 5. 
1964, the oral and prepared statements received at the 
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee and other sources have revealed 
significant findings and permitted the development of 
recommendations concerning the type of information 
and method of presentation that should be included 
in future faculty salary reports prepared for the 
Legislature. 

BACKGROUND 

Current procedures for review of faculty salary 
and other benefit increase proposals, starting rati the 
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and 
University of California administrative officials to 
their respective governing boards, appear jsneraiiy 
to be adequate, with minor reservations. The Scats 
College Trustees and the Regents of the University 
of California generally formulate their own proposals 
in December and forward them to the State Depart- 
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ment oi Finance for budget consideration. Concur- 
reutiy the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
also makes a report with recommendations which is 
made available to the State Department oi Finance. 
Tit Governor and the Department oi Finance con- 
iidtr these alary increase proposals in relation to the 
availability of fundi and their own analysis oi faculty 
salary aeeds and decide aow much oi an increase, ii 
any, m include in the Governor's Budget. The Legis- 
lative JLnalyst in the Analyst* of th$ Budg$t BSt pro* 
vidca analysis and recommendations as to the Gover* 
uor's budget proposal. 

When appropriate legislative committees hear the 
budget request for faculty salary increases they may 
be confronted with several recommendations from 
various sources. Their first responsibility is to con- 
sider the Governor 's recommendations in the Budget 
3iIL However, the University and the California 
State Colleges generally request the opportunity to 
present their own recommendations, which frequently 
difler from the Governor's proposal. Abo, the Co- 
ordinating Council for Higher Education presents its 
recommendations* Various faculty organisations may 
desire to make independent proposals. The Legislature 
has been cooperative in providing all interested parties 
the opportunity to present their views, but these 
presentations have been marked by extreme variations 
in recommendations and in the data which support 
the requests. 

WHO SHOULD PftfPAAf FACULTY 
SALARY WORTS 

There appears to be some differen ce of opinion 
concerning the purpose of faculty salary reports and 
recommendations prepared by the Coordinating Coun- 
cil for Higher Education. The University oi California 
and the California State Colleges contend that they 
should make direct recommendations to the Governor 
and the Legislature and that Coordinating Council 
recommendations should be regarded as independent 
comments* CoartRtlr, tht Dtparestst oi Finance 
and tat Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
bdiart that salary rtport* and neons mandaoons of 
the Coordinating Council should be the primary re* 
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the 
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen- 
dations. The Department of Finance states that such 
a report should be regarded as similar in status to the 
annual salary report relating so civil service salaries 
prepared by the State Personnel Board ior the Gov. 
*rnor and the Legislature. It is our opinion that the 
Legislature should give specific and primary consid- 
eration to the recommendations in the Governor s 
3udget and to the annual faculty salary report of 
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education* How* 
ever, any separate recommendations of the University 
of California and the California State Colleges should 
also bo considered. 



WHAT FACULTY SALARY R SPORTS SHOULD 
CONTAIN 

We do not believe that reporting required of the 
University, the California State Colleges, and the 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education should 
limit the right oi these agencies to emphasize specific 
points in supporting their own recommendations. 
However, the Legislature should take steps to estab- 
lish a consistent basis upon which it will receive com- 
prehensive information about faculty salaries, other 
benefits, and related subjects from year to year. After 
careful consideration oi the statistical and other 
grounds presented in support, oi salary and other 
benedt increase proposals in the past, we recommend 
that basic data be included in faculty salary reports 
to the Legislature in a consistent form in the follow- 
ing areas: 

A. Faculty Data 

B. Salary Data 

C. Fringe Benefits 

D. Total Compensation 

E. Special Privileges and Benefits 

F. Supplementary Income ' 

Since it is necessary for statf oi the executive and 
legislative branches oi government to analyse recom- 
mendations prior to the commencement of a legislative 
session, all reports and recommendations should be 
completed by December 1 oi each year. 

A. facuily Data 
L Findings 

a. Informative data about the size, composition, 
retention, and recruitment of California 
Stats College faculty baa been presented to 
the Legislature from time to time, but usu- 
ally it hat been so selective that it lacks 
objectivity and has been inconsistent from 
year to year. 

b. Superior faculty performance has cot been 
demonstrated as a reason to justify past re- 
quests for superior salaries, 

2. Recommendations 

The following data should be compiled and pre* 
sented annually on a consistent basis. Defini- 
tions oi what constitutes faculty are left to the 
discretion oi the University and the state col- 
leges but should be dearly defined in any report. 
Additional data may be included in any given 
year to emphasize special problems, but such 
data sLjuid supplement not replace the basic 
information recommended beiow. Graphs should 
be used when practical, accompanied by sup- 
porting tables in an appendix Recommended 
faculty 'ata includes: 
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a. The number of facultv, by rank and the in- 
crease am tht previous fire Tears to reflect 
institutional growth. 

b. Cu r r e n t faculty competition expressed m 
meaningful terms, including but not limited 
to the percentage of the faculty who have 
PhD 'a. 

c Student-faculty ratios u a means of express* 
ing performance* 

<L Data relating to all new full-time faculty for 
the current academic year including the num- 
ber hired, source of employment, their rank 
and highest degree held. Existing recencies 
should also be noted. Pertinent historical 
trade in these data should be analyzed. TFe 
do not believe that subjective and incomplete 
data estimating reasons for turning down 
offers, such as has been presented in the past 
serves any useful purpose. 

to Faculty armorer rates comparing the num- 
ber of separations to total faculty according 
to the following suggested categories; death 
or retirement, to research or graduate work, 
intre-institutional transfers, other college or 
U nive r si t y teaching, business and govern* 
ment, other. 

3* Comments 

The first three recommendations above are do* 
signed to reflect faculty size, composition, rate 
of growth, and workload. The inclusion of con* 
sistent data from year to year will facilitate 
trend analysis as it relates to the institutions 
in v ol ve d and, when possible,'. to comparable in- 
stitutions. The purpoee of including data on 
new faculty and faculty turnover is to provide 
a quantitative base for discussions of problems 
relating to faculty r e crui tment and retention. It 
may also be beneficial to include some basic 
statistics about the available supply of faculty 
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD 's 
for example, California institutions hire every 
year. 

ft* SoJory Doto 
L Findings 

a. The University for several years has ex* 
changed salary data to provide a consistent 
comparison with a special group of five "em* 
inent" universities, as well as with a group 
of nine public universities. Conversely, the 
California State Colleges hare not yet estab- 
lished a list of comparable institutions which 
is acceptable to them. 

b. Both the University of California and the 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
maintain that salary comparisons to appro* 



priate institutions is the best single method 
of determining salary needs. 

c The University of California places less sig- 
nificance on salary comparisons with non- 
academic employment than the Coordinating 
Council on Higher Education and the Cali- 
fornia State Colleges. 

dL Salary increases have been proposed on the 
basis of differentials between total compensa- 
tion (salaries plus fringe benefits) in com- 
parable institutions. 

e. Both the University and the California State 
Colleges have tended to relate the size of 
proposed salary increases to how much of an 
increase would be necessary to return to a 
specific competitive position which existed in 
1957-33 and which was unusually advan- 
tageous. 

1 Salary comparisons have frequently been 
made to various levels of teaching including 
elementary, high school, and junior college 
salaries. 

g. Methods of salary comparisons with other 
institutions have varied from year to year in 
reports prepared by the state colleges. 

1 Recommendations 

a. We recommend that proposed faculty salary 
increases distinguish between: (1) increases 
accessary to maintain the current competi- 
tive position and (2) increases to improve 
the current competitive position. 

(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist* 
ing c om pe ti tiv e position should be equiv- 
alent to a projection of the average 
salary relationship between the Univer- 
sity, or state colleges, and comparable 
institutions during the current fiscal 
year to the nest fiscal year. TCe recom- 
mend that this projection be based on a 
projection of actual salary increases by 
rank in comparable institutions during 
the past five years, permitting statistical 
adjustments for unusual circumstances. 
Thus the proposed increase to maintain 
the easting competitive position wouid, 
in effect, be equal to the average of an- 
nual salary increases in comparable 
institutions during the past five years* A 
record of the accuracy of projections 
should be maintained in an appendix. 

(2) Recommendations to improve the cur- 
rent competitive positions should be re- 
lated to the additional advantages ;o be 
derived- 

b. It is also recommended that the California 
State College Trustees select a list of com* 
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parable Lzutitutioaa within tat next jeer and 
that agreements ba negotiated to exchange 
salarr data in a form which Till facilitate 
comparisons. ,1 Uk or* the erittrxa ascd to 
select comparablt institutions, pins charac- 
teristics of the inaticntiona selected, should 
ba included in nest rear's report 
<!. Specific proposals for salarr increases should 
be accompanied by comparisons oi current 
salary amounts and historic trends to com- 
parable institutions. The following general 
principles are considered to be unportant: 

(1) Salary data, should ba separated from 
fringe benefit and -special benefit data 
for purposes of reporting' salary com- 
parisons. 

(2) A, consistent form should be used from 
year to year to present salary data. 1 
suggested form might be to illustrate a 
are*year historic trend in average sal- 
arias by oaing a Una graph for each 
rank. An alternatrre might ba a table 
which simply shows where California 
ranked among comparable institutions 
during the past fire years. 

The current salary position might best 
be illustrated by showing a list of aver- 
age salaries of the California, institutions 
and the other comparable institutions 
from the highest to the lowest average, 
by rank, for the laat actual and current 
years. This win show the rtiatro peti- 
tion of the California institution for the 
lass actual and current t*mx% as well as 
tlu range of averages. Frequency distri- 
butioas of faculty by rank or professor 
should be incorporated in an appcudis 
and any significant limitations in the 
ass of averages between those particular 
ina citations in a given fear should be 
aotsd For example, an anasaal propor- 
tion oi faculty in ths high ranis or ths 
low ranks would aifect the comparability 
of the arithmetic means. 

(3) Special data to illustrate a particular 
problem in any grreu year would be 
appropriate as long as it supplements* 
rather than replaces, basic salary data. 

d. Finally it is recommended that salary data 
be reported in a form by rank which compen- 
sates for differences in faculty distributions* 

C Prinqm 3cn«rfa 
1. Findings 

a. Ths definition of iringe benedts yeneraily 
includes benedts available to all faculty that 
bare a dollar cost :o the employer. 3enedts 



and Jerri eta in kind an considered to be 
fringe benedts only if a cash payment option 
is available. Retirement and health insur- 
ance, by definition, are the only two pro- 
grams considered as fringe benedts by the 
University of California and the California 
State Colleges, 
b. Comparisons of fringe benedts. when com* 
parisons hare been nude at all, hare gener- 
ally been limited to the dollar contribution 
by the employer and hare not included any 
analysis of the quality of the benedts to the 
employee. 

2. Recommendations 

a. It is recommended that fringe benedt com- 
parisons of type of benedt be included In 
faoalty salary reports, bat compared sepa- 
rately from salaries. Sack comparisons should 
include an analysis of the quality of the 
benefits as well as the dollar cost to the 
employer. 

b. Proposals to increase specific fringe benefits 
should be made separately from salaries, in- 
cluding separate cost estimates. 

3. Comments 

Separate proposals for increases in salaries and 
fringe benedts should be made to minimize mis- 
understanding about compeotfrre positions. For 
esamplc, information submitted to the 1963 
Legislature by the University of California, in 
support of a proposed salary increase for 1963- 
H compared total compensation data (salaries 
plus fringe benefits) rather than salaries alone. 
This report rtatcd in part: "In comparing sal- 
aries, fringe benefits must be taken into ac- 
count. Salary comparisons between the Caiver- 
suy and other institutions based on salary ilons 
lode far more favorable than comparisons of 
salaries plus b§n*#is." The least favorable com- 
parison was with fringe benefits, not salaries, 
thus the report recommended a salary increase 
largely cm the basis of a difference in fringe 
benefits. Although it is felt that comparisons of 
total compensation are appropriate inclusions in 
a faculty salary report such data should only 
be in addition to rather than in place of sepa- 
rate analyses of the current competitive position 
in salaries and fringe benedts. 

0* Totoi CdfftMftsstfon 
L Findings 

a. Total compensation data . consists of average 
salaries plus a dollar amount representing 
the employer 's cost of fringe benefits. 

b. The Coordinating Council for Higher 3du- 
cation, the University of California and the 
California State Colleges hare in the past all 
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used total compensation data prepared and 
published by the imcrican Association of 
University Professors in their respective 
faculty salary report*. 

1 Recomaendatiotts 

TTe recommend that total compensation data, as 
reported by the American -association of Uni- 
versity Professors, be included in faculty salary 
reports as a supplement to separate salary and 
fringe benefit information. 

E» Specie! Privileges end Benefits 

1. Findings 

There are other faculty privileges and eeonomic 
benefits which are not Hssitfled as fringe bene- 
fits because they may not be erasable to all 
faculty or fit the definition of a fringe benefit 
In some other respect Examples at the Univer- 
sity of California include up to one-half the 
coat of moving expenses, vacations for 11-month 
appointees, the warring of nonresident tuition 
for faculty children, sabbatical leaves with pay, 
and other special and side leaves with or with- 
out pay. 

2. Reeommeadaoous 

It is recommended that a list of special privi- 
leges and benefits be defined and summaries of 
related policies be included in a special section 
in future faculty salary reports so that the 
Legislature will be aware of what these privi- 
leges and benefits include. 

3. Comments 

The expansion or establishment of some of these 
special privileges and benefits could improve 
recruiting success more than the expenditure of 
comparable amounts in salaries. For example, 
moving expenses are not currently offered by 
the state colleges but some allowance might 
make the difference of whether a young candi- 
date from the East could accept an appoint- 
ment. If this type of benefit is proposed, it must 
include adequate controls. 

r. ^vppjtfMiiiwy in coin • 

L Findings 

a. The multiple loyalties created by permitting 
faculty to supplement their salaries by earn- 
ing extra income from various sources within 
and outside his college or University is rec- 
ognized as a problem common to institutions 
of higher education throughout the United 
States. 

b. There apparently are proportionately more 
private consulting opportunities in Califor- 



nia than in other areas of the nation. For 
example, 51 percent of the federal research 
defense contracts were concentrated in Cali- 
fornia during 1963-64. 

c. The University of California has general pol- 
icies designed to insure that outside activities 
do not interfere with University responsibili- 
ties. If outside activities interfere with Uni- 
versity responsibilities, the faculty member 
generally must take a leave of absence with- 
out pay until such outside activities are com- 
pleted. These and other related University 
policies were praised in a 1956 Carnegie- 
financed study titled Umvmity Faculty 
Compensation Polioses (tnd Practicu. 

d. The Coordinating Council for Higher Edu- 
cation submitted excerpts from nationwide 
studies relating to the magnitude of outside 
activities. We have no way of determining 
how the data may relate to California, but if 
the figures are reasonable, then it appears 
that probably a large percentage of faculty 
have at least one source of extra income. 
Sources of income were reported are follows: 
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e. The United State Office of Education, lias 
just completed a nationwide sample survey 
of outside earnings of college faculty for 
1961-62. Although data has not been pub- 
lished yet, special permission has been re- 
ceived to report the following results which 
are quoted from a letter sent to the Legis- 
lative Analyst on December 3. 1964 from the 
staff of the California State College Trustees : 

OUTS10I EARNINGS 0> TEACHING FACULTY ON 
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9-10 MONTHS) 

The U. S. Office of Education has just con. pieced a 
nationwide survey of outside earnings by a sampling 
of all college faculty nationwide for 1961-62. The re* 
suits are as follows: 
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In light oi the Joint Committee discussion too might 
be interested in the following: 
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2. Reconmendations 

a. We recommend that the Coortiintting Co au- 
di for Higher Education, cht University of 
California and the California State Colleges 
cooperate in determining the aunt to Much 
faculty members participate in extra aotivi- 
ties to supplement their rune-month salaries 
inducing information as to when extra ac- 
tivities an usually performed (such as vaca- 
tions* etc.)* Such activities would include, 
but not be limited to, lecturing, general writ- 
ing, summer and extension teaching, govern* 
meat consulting, textbook writing, private 
consulting, public service and foundation 
consulting, and other professional activities. 
If such a study suggests that the magnitude 
of these activities is such that the perform* 
ance of noraai University and state college 
responsibilities are perhaps being adversely 
aiiected. then consideration should be given 



to the possibility of maintaining more com* 
plete and meaningful records. Such records 
would aid administrative officials and aca- 
demic senates when reviewing recommenda- 
tions for promotions and salary increases 
and provide summary data for reporting to 
the Legislature on these significant faculty 
welfare items. Next year s faculty salary re- 
port of the Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education should incorporate the results of 
this study. 

b. We also recommend that existing state col- 
lege policies and enforcement practices re* 
garding extra employment be reviewed and 
updated. 

c Finally, it is recommended that faculty sal- 
ary reports keep the legislature informed 
about policies and practices relating to extra 
employment. 

3. Comments 

In our opinion, it would seem that any extra 
employment would atfect the quality of per- 
formance of University responsibilities since 
faculty surveys indicate that the average fac- 
ulty workweek is 54 hours. The time spent on 
activities for extra compensation (except dur- 
ing the summer) would be on top of what the 
faculty has defined as their average workweek. 
Because, in some instances, it is difficult to de- 
termine whether a given bicome^producing ac- 
tivity, such is writing a book* is considered a 
normal University responsibility or an extra 
activity, distinctions between normal and extra 
activities need to be more clearly defined. 

Much of the outside compensation received 
by faculty comes in the form of grants made 
directly to the faculty member mTber than 
through the University or colleges. There is no 
regular reporting of these grants or the ner* 
sonal compensation which they provide to fac- 
ulty* and the colleges and University do not 
consider the reporting of such income to be 
feasible. It may be desirable to encourage she 
Congress to direct that greater number of 
grants made by United States agencies for re- 
search be made directly to academic institu- 
tions. 
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THE California Postsecondary Education Commis- 
sion U a citizen board established in 1974 by the 
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts 
of California's colleges and universities and to pro* 
vide independent, non-partisan policy analysis and 
recommendations to the Governor and Legislature. 
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resent the general public, with three each appointed 
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate 
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The other six represent the major segments of post- 
secondary education in California. 
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Representatives of the segments are: 
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Functions of the Commission 

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of pub- 
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi- 
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to 
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness 
to student and societal needs." 

To this 'end, the Commission conducts independent 
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of 
postsecondary education in California, including 
community colleges, four-year colleges, universi- 
ties, and professional and occupational schools. 

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the 
Commission does not administer or govern any in- 
stitutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other State 
agencies and non-governmental groups that per- 
form these functions, while operating as an indepen- 
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du- 
ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning, 

Operation of the Commission 

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at which it debates and takes action on 
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla- 
tion affecting education beyond the high school in 
California. By law, its meetings are open to the 
public. Requests to speak at a meeting may be made 
by writing the Commission in advance or by submit- 
ting a request before the start of the meeting. 

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by 
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex- 
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap- 
pointed by the Commission. 

The Commission publishes and distributes without 
charge some 30 to 40 reports each year on major is- 
sues confronting California postsecondary educa- 
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover. 

Further information about the Commission, its 
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob- 
tained from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth 
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985; 
telephone (916) 445-793S. 
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